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Thank you hr. Chairman. Good morning gentlemen, tey 
comments this morning are designed to support the conclusion of my 
Government that the work of the Defence Planning Committee and the 
Defence Planning Working Group to date has been most constructive 
and our strong recorxiendaticn that the activities of these two 
groups he hoth continued and expanded. 

The November 27th progress report of the Defence Planning 
Committee feduseo on many of NATO's most urgent problems of 
strategy, of force structure and of resource allocation and I think 
it offers us on immediate opportunity, therefore, to explore some 
of the main questions facing our Alliance. 

• These questions arise out of three major facto of life 
that are ever present before us. 

First, the fact that the Soviet Union and its satellites 
confronte us with a wide range of threats, both nuclear and con¬ 
ventional and secondly, the fact that there are competing demands 
on our scarce resources and r/e rust make difficult choices there¬ 
fore among various military postures, And thirdly, the fact that 
we must make decisions now on how we will actually respond to 
attacks on our vital interests should they occur. 

Of course, our greatest deeire is to deter such attacks. 
But I think we.all realise that deterrence is no more than a ?.*■• 
shadow cast by the actions that wd are prepared to take, ana we 
jaoy have to take, should deterrence fail, >?o don't believe that 
we' can create a credible deterrent out of a set of incredible 
actions. 
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Because of nuclear weapons the problomB of our Alliance 
are fundamentally different from those faced, by any previous 
alliance. They require more systematic thought, more co-operative 
worx, more economy of effort than nations in the past'have been 
Investing in their peacetime planning, I thin* if we had to face 
those questions raised by nuclear weapons suddenly, without r. 
great deal of prior preparation, without a history of major 
accomplishments, wc might be in doubt about our prospects. 

But the facts are that we have done a great deal of 
work and that we have achieved much to dato and therefore it is 
against this background of accomplishments that I would like to 
accept the Chairman's invitation and the invitation of the Defence 
Planning Committee, as outlined in their progress report, and tc 
comment on seven of the major issuee presented in that progress 
report. 

Paragraph 2J> of the report lists those major issues and 
paragraph 1 of Annex No# III enumerates the questions raised in 
connection with the tentative force goals, We f re asked in the 
firat main Isbuc to give our views on the implications of nuclear 
war in Europe, whether that war be a massive attack or an attack 
directed towards selective destruction# 

Nov/ this Is ooviously or. unpleasant question but a mest 
Important one,^ The answers will vary with the assumptions which 
we make. Let s first assume a large Soviot surprise attack made 
with missiles and bombers and directed against military targets, 
including airfields, military command centres and major ports. 

And let s assume that all the weapons are air burst in contrast 
to ground burst. 

In one case that we have studied involving such an 
attack there would result more than 60 million deaths in Vteetern 
Europe alone. The principal sufferers would be the United Kingdom 
totalities, the Federal Republic with 12 million 
and France with 10 million. Should the Soviets ground burst 
their nuclear weapons, instead of air bursting them, but still 
direct and targot those weapons to avoid cities, the deaths in 
western Europe, we estimate, would approximate 200 million, 
largely from radioactive fallout. 

, ^ „?E tak0 a Afferent csbo, suppose a largo, well 
executed NATO nuclear first strike in response to a Soviet 

The Soviet nuclear response to Buch a 

TW kil1 ovor 70 mlllion People In Western 
Europe and I think it's important to reeogniBe that this result 

materlal ly changed no matter what 

strategic force NATO had. 
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* secoiic majcr accomplishment is tho deterrence of a 
limited nuclear attack against Western Europe, whether it "be 
a^one or against any single nation* I have never believed that 
this threat warranted preparations, apart from thoee tailored to 
the needs of the whole Alliance* First because there arc the 
oonds of the Alliance, secondly because the United States cannot 
under any circumstances permit tho loss of Western Europe to the 
ooviet Union, and finally because it would be difficult, if not 
impossible, to distinguish a nuclear attack on Europe from a strike 
against the wnole Alliance. 


.. major accomplishment is a reduced probability 

°r * ^liberate, massive, Soviet conventional attack* Although 

£ substantial one, and although, as General de Cuaont 
has utated, there &reat weaknesses in many of our forces - 
*^®*®*?® wh ?; c ^ should be remedied, weaknesses which I believe we 
y Q “ } think we have exaggerated the dimensions cf this 
problem* Such an attack would not only face strong NATO nen- 
nuclear forces backed up by our strategic forces, but it would 
ground?^ 1,7 confront a ^ OT tactical nuclear capability* on the 
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-nX the present time, about of tlie total United 
States tactical nuclear stockpile Is cither located In, or 
allocated. Tor use in, the European end the Atlantic areas. The 
aggregate yield of the nuclear weapons stored on the soil cf 
'.Vest Germany alone is more than 5,000 times the power of the 
tomb dropped on Hiroshima, Of the nuclccr weapons immediately 
ava.loble to SACC UR, mere than 1,00C are intended for air delivery, 
more than 1,000 for air defence end guided missile delivery, and 
nore than 2,COO for ground delivery. In addition, there are also 
hundreds of atonic demolition charges, and this is obviously a 
versatile and highly destructive capability. To my mind, its 
existence adds tremendously to our assurance that r. deliberate 
massive invasion of Europe will not take place. 

To cite the accomplishments in these three important 
areas, however, is not to suggest that our tasks are completed* 

By cur efforts certain threats have been reduced, and reduced 
to the point v/here they need not absorb our undivided attention. 
While we have sealed off the main routes of the enemy’s strategic 
nuclear attack and deliberate massive assault, we have not ruled 
out all actions dangerous to our interest 3 * We can nov/ work 
towards o more balanced posture, I think, one we can make sure 
we have plugged all of the gaps in our defences. Ar.d, that is 
how I see our Agenda for the forthcoming months. At the top of 
the Agenda then, I would not put what the Defence Planning 
Committee has called large-scale attacks on which the force goals 
were predicated, but I would place the item tliut the Committee has 
called unpremeditated military conflict that could grow out of 
political crises. Ir. this connection, y/o have in mind a number 
of contingencies, for example, probes and excursions against the 
flanks of the Alliance; repression followed by a revolt in 
Eastern Europe; harsh demands against friendly neutrals; renewed 
challenges to Western rights in Berlin or increased Soviet 
military intrusion into the Mediterranean area and so on. And 
these, I think, are the most probable causes cf conflict and the 
causes of.potentially dangerous military confrontation. Some of 
these are troubles which it may be difficult if not impossible 
to deter. In many instances, they arise from circumstances and 
events outside the direct control of cither NATO or the Warsaw 
Poet. Both our greatest problems and, I think, our greatest 
opportunities are related to this set of contingencies. The 
opportunity is to adjust our force structure and our contingency 

plans so as to be able to respond to troubles of this kind, and 

respond promptly and decisively, ar.d to dc so without having tc 
escalate to an inappropriate lovel of force. The patentability 

to do this, to moke this response, very much reduces the likeli¬ 

hood of having to do so. 
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Ir. this connection, I note that the Defence Planning 
Committee, as one of its main issues, enquires about the 
possibilities and the implications o: improving HATQ capability 
for deterring and defeating local anc limited enemy military 
actions, especially on the flanks* The best way to improve the 
NATO capability for this purpose is, I think, with non-nuclear 
forces * It is <n»r view that we can develop a suitable non-nuclear 
option, just as the bovlcts have maintained theirs and apparently t 

plan to continue tc maintain it, and that we can do this without \ 

in any way reducing the deterrent to a massive Soviet conventional | 

attack. The need for this option ari 3 ea mainly because such a 
force is an essential pre-requisite for dealing with lesser 1 

contingencies 7/hiie keeping down the risks of escalation. \ 

V 

The United States Joint Chiefs cf Staff endorse the 
desirability of having such an option backed up by at. adequate 
tactical nuclear capability. There is, cf course, acme 1 

disagreement amongst us, amongst the members of the Alliance, 
on hew much rum-nuclear capability wo actually should have. 

There is also a widespread feeling, I think, that large increases 
in defence budgets ere both unnecessary and politically 
unfeasible in a number of our countries. As to what is needed 
in general terms, I believe that the present force structure 
is broadly adequate. I believe that, except for a few countries, 
large increases in defence budgets are not needed, and I believe 
that the pay-off in increased effectiveness front certain specific 
force improvements wculd be high. 

The Defence Planning Committee, in one of the Annexes 
to its report, raises an issue precisely related to this 
question of effectiveness. It osk3 about the effectiveness of 
forces for dealing with situations less than general war, with 
particular reference to the versatility of the ground and air 
forces and their mobility fer dealing with situations cn the 
flanks. I can perhaps best deal with this issue by indicating 
the criteria which seem applicable and the measures which we 
believe must be taken to meet them. NATO forces should be 
designed, we thirJc, to cope with the situations to which the 
Defence Planning Committee referred, ar.d to cope with them 
before they get out of hand. Organic mobility is clearly 
important, so is transportability, high readiness; rapid 
reactions are essential. The exploitation of tactical air po7.’er P 
with its ability to concentrate great fire-power over long 
distances and to do so in short periods of time, is equally 
crucial. 


I stress these standards because we need fire brigades 
and what we want from them is the ability to focus great power 
rapidly and to focus it on local sources'of conflict. If we 
can do that, we should oc able to contain and to put out those 
fires. 
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„ne most immediate implication of this objective is 
that we should concentrate on li-day and v/e 11 -equipped reserve 
conditions rather than poorly equipped and poorly trained reserve t 

units which are not ready for combat :*nd which are worth very 
little* ^uick-reacting non-nuclear pov/cr therefore, is a I 

major requirement. In this connection, I think there is a 
strong caBe, as Pershing missiles come into SAC?MJR t b inventory 
for putting them on quick-re act ion alem and for ni citing the 
nuclear-strike aircraft which they replace available for these 
contingency operations* while retaining a capability for their 
reconversion to the nuclear rSle. Little is lest on the 
nuclear side where these vulnerable aircraft raake only a small 
contribution to the damage that Soviety forces would suffer, 
while their avallab illty for limited contingencies could make 
a decisive difference in those contingencies* 

Many of the recent actions which we have taken in the 
United States to strengthen our forces have been directed at 
getting a greater degree of mobility, a greater degree of 
effectiveness in the fire-fighting rfile* For example, on 
mobility, our capacity to air-lift tonnage to any part of 
Europe has almost doubled since 1961 and on top of this 
increase, between today and 1$70, the capacity will triple. 

In order to increase the effectiveness of this lift, we are 
tailoring our ground forces to make them easier to move. 

**ith the lift available to our forces in 1970 we v/ill be able 
to add to the military forces in Europe, anywhere in Europe, 
something in the order of 11 divisions in 30 days* Our ability 
to move tactical aircraft to Europe is also improving. It 
would have taker, two weeks to move several hundred aircraft 
to this continent in tho 1950 f s: by 1968 we expect to be able 
to move such a force to Europe in three days, and we hope to 
test that capability in the near future. Once these forces 
reach their designated area, both now and in the future, they 
could give a good account of themselves. The ground forces arc, 
and will continue to be, combat-ready. NATO has and will continue 
to have an edge in the numbers and quality of the deployable tactical 
aircraft* Our anti-suboarine capability has undergone and will 
undergo major improvements and we have made this latter effort, 
the increase in our anti-submarine capability, not because v/e see 
any point in trying to get cargoes from the United States to 
Europe in an environment of a general war but because this 
capability would be vital in responding to the more limited 
contingencies that I have outlined. 

Our strategic mobility, the increasing readiness of our 
high-priority reserve divisions and the very substantial ground and 
air forces that we can and will make available to the Alii once in 
the event of major crises constitute what I believe will be a use¬ 
ful contribution toward meeting the principal remaining threats 
to NATO. And I very much hope that other members of the Alliance 
will agree that it is necessary for all of us to think and plan 
and to allocate resources in similar fasnion, 
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